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variety of serious omissions and errors. Mithras is mixed np with the
Druids. No attempt is made to bring out the distinctive features of
Boman British worship. The deae moires, dismissed in a few lines, are
actually ascribed to Italy and Africa. The real influence of the army on
the matter is all but ignored. Christianity comes off as badly; the
BOchester church is not even mentioned.

Under these circumstances further criticism may seem idle, but I
should like in conclusion to protest against the general attitude of Dr.
Traill and his contributors towards Boman Britain. They tell us, of
course, that the Boman occupation of the island left its inhabitants un-
wartike and enervated, though as a fact they resisted the barbarian
longer than the provincials in the rest of the empire. Having repeated
this common error, the result of Gildas's rhetoric, they proceed to magnify
the Celts. The Boman occupation, they fell us, was an episode, a
mere interval of arrested growth. Dr. Trafll gives the tone: ' Dim with
the dust of centuries, yet still distinctly visible in dialect and tradition, in
boundary lines of shire and diocese, and in the strange survivals of pre-
historic feud, the tribal divisions of Celtio England can still be traced.'
No one knows exactly the tribal divisions of Celtio England, and the
boundaries of the English dioceses have varied a good deal, but the state-
ment may pass as a bit of poetry. Unfortunately it is copied by Dr.
Traill's contributors, whose Celtio patriotism would delight the heart of
Morien. This is, of course, the new method of explaining the gulf between
Boman Britain and Saxon England. That gulf is no longer ascribed to
the fury of the Saxon conquest, but to the departure of the Bomans: they
vanished, we are told, without a trace, leaving an uninfluenced Celtio
element to resume its interrupted supremacy. This view may flatter the
Celtio patriot, but it is not therefore true. It is more probable that
Boman influences largely conditioned the Britain which the Bomans left
and the Saxons found; it is probable, too, that some things Boman sur-
vived even the Saxon conquest. The kind and quantity of such survivals
varied; they were more marked, perhaps, in agriculture than in matters of
town life, of law, or of civic institutions, and they were more marked in
certain districts than elsewhere. Our knowledge is too small to allow of
a certain verdiot, but it may, at the present time, be permitted to suppose
that while there were both Celtio and Boman survivals in a predominantly
English England, the Boman or romanised elements were not the least
extensive or important. F. HAVEBPIBLD.

The Early Collection of Canons known as the ' Hibernensis.' Two un-
unnnished papers. By the late HENEY BRADHHAW, Fellow of King's
College, Cambridge, and University Librarian. (Cambridge: Univer-
sity Press. 1898.)

FEW subjects involve the inquirer in more confusion than the attempt
to thread the mazes of the various forms of the early canon law of the
western church. If a certain amount of rough agreement reigned as to
the material—the Greek councils and the papal decretals (to which were
very usually added a collection of African canons), combined with the local
synods of each country—there was none, at least until the despatch of the
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revised Dionyman collection to Charles the Great by Pope
A.D. 774, as to the version of the translated matter or as to the arrange-
ment or completeness of the whole. A new complication arose in the
tendency, which began to be prevalent from the opening of the eighth cen-
tury, to substitute for a chronological and historical series of councils and
epistles an arrangement by subject matter which grouped under the same
heading all canons bearing on the same point. For obviously the value of
the collection of canon law depended on its easy application to the affairs
of the day; obviously, too, such application was not easy if the whole
catena of authorities had to be looked through to find decisions applicable
to the particular case at issue. Thus it came about that these ' systematic
collections' multiplied in turn and threatened to be even more numerous
than the simpler collections out of which they were put together, until they
too in time were superseded by the final digest of the whole corpus of
ancient canon law into the ' Decretum' of Gratian. But between Gratian
and the beginnings of the ' systematic arrangement' some four centuries
had elapsed. Nowhere is the history of early canon law obscurer than in
our own islands, whose geographical position tended to separate them then,
as since, from the main currents of influence which dominated the rest of
the western church. Archbishop Theodore quoted from a book of canons
at the council of Hertford in A.D. 678, and the proceedings are faithfully
reported by Bode; but the ordinary view that the collection used was that of
Dionysius, if it cannot be disproved, can scarcely be proved from any real
resemblance in the quotations to the Dionysian version. Not long after
Theodore, however, at the end of the seventh or beginning of the next
century, one of the earliest known systematic collections was put together
on Geltio ground, and is known, from the Irish authorities quoted side by
side with the foreign, as the ' Hibernensis.' When Professor Maassen, in
his History of the sources of western canon law, described die iritche
Sammlung, he was acquainted with only five manuscripts. Dr. Wassersch-
leben not only added another half dozen to the list, but published
the editio princept of the text in 1874. Between that year and 1885,
when a second edition was in preparation, the ' Hibernensis ' and its his-
tory had attracted no small share of the attention of one of the greatest
of modern scholars, the late Henry Bradshaw, whose fragmentary con-
tribution to its literature has been made public with all the advantage
that careful and reverent editing, apart from the master hand of the
writer, can bestow.

This pamphlet, which now lies before us, is singularly characteristic
of Mr. Bradshaw's work, both in its excellences and its defects. It shows
all his power of patient and successful interrogation of documents, and at
the same time all his inability to bring his toil to completion. With
him, more than with most men, the best was the enemy of the good, and
perhaps even in the two papers now published it is not so much the
actual result attained as the stimulus given by insight into a real scholar's
methods which gives them their greatest value. The first and longer is
cast in the form of a letter to Dr. Wasserschleben. The question how to
account for the wide diffusion on the continent of a collection which
apparently originated in Ireland somewhere about A.D. 700 was answered
by the German editor simply with a reference to the spread of Irish
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missionaries and Irish influence up the Bhineland. To Mr. Bradshaw
the. problem seemed a less simple one. He founjl, for instance, that two
recensions. of the work existed, that not only one of the manuscripts of
this second recension but a large group of manuscripts of the first connect
themselves directly with Brittany by the occurrence of Breton, not Irish,
glosses.; and this being so, he considered it probable that the remaining
manuscripts—among which is the oldest of all, written at the orders
of Alberic, bishop of Cambrai A.D. 768-790—owe their origin to a
movement which spread rather from Brittany, where we know the
' Hibernensis ' to have circulated, than by any other hypothetical channel.
In asserting the connexion of Brittany with the history of the • Hiber-
nensis ' Mr. Bradshaw did not necessarily deny its Irish origin, which,
indeed, more than once he seems inclined to .affirm (pp. 7,14). At a
later point, however, he throws put the conjecture that Cummeanus, the
author of an apparently Breton penitential, was author also of the col-
lection of the ' Hibernenais' itself.

. The second paper bears the heading,' Notes on the Two Manuscripts at
Chartres and Tours containing the " Hibernensis," ' and was written a few
months later than the first, after the appearance of Dr. Wassersohleben's
second edition. It is even more incomplete, for the discussion of the
Chartres MS. is apparently not concluded, and the Tours MS. is (apart
from a paragraph on p. 42) never reached at all. But the account of the
former manuscript is a model of exhaustive detail, and an admirable
specimen of the thoroughness of Mr. Bradshaw's work. Every number
of which the manuscript (it came from the library of the chapter of
Chartres) bears traces is faithfully recorded, and a sort of skeleton of its
history is drawn out. The title on the first page (in a hand of the eleventh
or twelfth century) runs,' EXCEBPTUM DB CANONIBUB ;' and Mr. Bradshaw
writes, ' An early inventory of the library, if in existence, would be of
material assistance, as the entry would almost certainly be identical in
terms with what is found written at the head of the volume.' Now the
part of the ' Catalogue Ge'ne'ral des Manuscrits des Bibliotheques Pub-
liquea de Prance' dealing with the Chartres MSB. (' Departements,' t. xi.)

, was not published till 1889, four years after the date of Mr. Bradshaw's
notes, but it contains a sixteenth-century catalogue of the chapter library
(unfortunately there seems to be nothing earlier), in which occurs an
entry—'81. Excerptum de canonibus, 8o.'—that exaotly bears out his pro-
gnostication. We might call attention to many other admirable bits of work.
Bee, e.g., on p. 21 the proof that the Cambrai MS. itself, neither a muti-
lated book nor written by an Irish scribe, was copied from one which was
mutilated and which had been in Irish hands; on p. 27 the sketch, sug-
gested by the great Paris MS., of the accretion of piece to piece of canon
law material until tho numerous little volumes get incorporated into a
single large one, a complete Corpus luris ; and, lastly, on p. 85, the outline
of the process of history by which manuscripts, e.g. of the ' Hibernensis,'
found thoir way in the twelfth century from the homes of the decaying
learning of Brittany out into the greater world of France and England,
to the flourishing libraries of Fleury, Fecamp, or Corbie, Canterbury or
Glastonbury, just as these Benedictine monasteries yielded up their trea-
sures in turn to the national or university libraries of their country or
tho municipal libraries of their neighbourhood. C. H. TUBKEB.
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Nennius Vindicatus: ilber Entstehung, GcschichU und Qucllen der
'Historia Brittonum.' Von HEDOUOH ZIMHEB. (Berlin: Weidmann.
1893.)

IN this volume Professor Zimmer, if he has not definitely closed, has
certainly marked a decisive period in tho history of a long-standing con-
troversy. The incongruities and contradictions contained in the' Historia
Britonum' are indeed too palpable to escape any but the most uncritical,
and Leland, happily depending—unlike Bale—on his own observation
instead of upon legends, sagaciously marked their significance. The work
did not pass unobserved by seventeenth-century scholars like Archbishop
Ussher, and it was printed by Gale in his ' Scriptorea Quindeoim' in
1691, as well as by the notorious Charles Bertram some sixty years later.
The true starting-point of modern criticism is, however, the edition of
Gunn, who in 1819 made public the text of the ancient Vatican manu-
script, which seemed to favour the ascription of the authorship to one
Mark the Hermit. Nineteen years later the ' Historia Britonum' was
edited for the English Historical Society by the Rev. Joseph Stevenson,
in a volume whioh still affords the best available text. Father Stevenson
was the first critic to consider carefully the difficult questions of date,
authorship, and authenticity. In the light of the information then avail-
able he arrived at the not unnatural conclusions that-the true author
was unknown, that the name of Nennius was probably unknown as an
historian before the twelfth century—for it. occurred only in manuscripts
of that epoch—and that it was impossible to ascertain the original form
or extent of the work. The high-water mark of scepticism was reached
by Thomas Wright in his ' Biographia Britannica Litteraria'. in 1842, and
in a paper reprinted from the Archaeologia (xxxii. 886-49) in 'Essays on
Archaeological Subjects' Wright unhesitatingly pronounces the ' Historia'
an absolute forgery, written, as he would appear to think,. after the
Norman Conquest, and not in Britain at all, but on the continent, perhaps
in Brittany. Such a circumstance would, no doubt, as Wright observed,
have had an important bearing on the history of the medieval romances ;
but the theory was destined to bo rudely shattered. The publication in
April 1848 of an Irish version of the ' Historia' afforded powerful evidenco
not only that the work was of incular origin, but that it belonged at
least to the early eleventh century. The Irish text, which is ascribed to a
sennaohy named Gilla Coemgin (d. 1072), was edited by Dr. J. H. Todd;
the text was accompanied by a preface from the hand of the Hon.
Algernon Herbert. It is curious to observe how narrowly Herbert missed
anticipating some of the conclusions now put forward by Dr. Zimmer;
but he failed, or perhaps we should say he had not the means, to estimate
rightly the valuo of the discovery. So he was inclined to favour the idea
of Mark's authorship, and whilst recognising that Nennius's claim to a
share in the work was well grounded relegated him to the inferior position
of the editor or transcriber of an edition which dated from 868. Later in
this same year 1848 the 'Monumenta Historica Britannica' appeared,
but not too soon for Sir T. D. Hardy to make reference to Herbert's preface
in his notes. Hardy's position in 1848 was substantially the same as
that given at a later date in tho ' Catalogue of British History,' where the
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* Historia Britonum' is described as ' the production of an anonymous
author, which some scribe, perhaps named Nennius, interpolated and
glossed for his friend Samuel, adding at the same time the earlier [longer]
prologue.' Hardy, however, attributed to the ' Historia' an antiquity
greater than that allowed by most other critics; on the strength of a
reading in the Vatican MB.1 which seemed susceptible of an interpreta-
tion that the date of writing was 647 years after the Passion, or 674 A.D.,
he assigned the original edition of the ' Historia' to this year. Other
editions Hardy fixes in 828 (the fourth year of Mermin), 858,907, and 977.
Up to this point criticism had been chiefly directed against the claims of
Nennius to the authorship, but in 1851 Sohoell, in his ' De Ecclesiasticae
Britonum Scotorumque Historiae Fontibus,' attacked the composition of the
work itself, rejecting not only such spurious adjuncts as the ' Versus
Nennii' and ' Capitula,' but also both Prologues, the Genealogies, the
• Mirabilia,'' Civitates,' and even the ' Patricii Acta' in §§ 50-6, noticing
that in the Vatican MS. the last comes at the very end of the work. Skene
in ' The Four Ancient Books of Wales,' while sceptical on some points,
was in the main more favourable than previous critics. He held that the
original work was written in Welsh in the seventh or eighth centuries,
that Mark was the editor of a Latin version in 828, when the legends of
Germanus and Patrick were added, and Nennius of one in 858, when they
were finally incorporated; he, however, noticed the importance of Gilla
Coemgin's version as evidence for Nennius's share in the work, and attached
to the ' Historia' an authority higher than had usually been assigned to it.

It should have been impossible to speak of Nennius as an invention of
the twelfth century after the publication of the Irish version. But never-
theless this theory was again advanced by M. A. de la Borderie in his
1 L'Historia Britonum attribute a Nennius' (1888), which until the appear-
ance of Dr. Zimmer's work was the most elaborate and perhaps the most
generally accepted criticism that had appeared. By some curious fatality
M. de la Borderie entirely overlooked Gilla Coemgin and hia version;
so, whilst he censures those who place the ' Historia' side by side with
Gildas and Bede as an historical authority of serious value, and assign
it a date in the seventh or eighth century, as misunderstanding its
true character and the definite results that criticism had attained, he
was himHflif blind to the existence of a document without reference to
which all criticism is futile. ' Every one,' M. de la Borderie Bays, ' is
agreed that the author is unknown, and that Nennius is a fictitious
name no older than the latter part of the twelfth century.' He follows
Schoell in rejecting all but §§ 7-49, and possibly § 66, and in fixing
the original date of composition in 822. M. de la Borderie's treatise was
the subject of a review by M. Gaston Paris in Romania, xii. 867-71, in
which the hitter writer identified—very improbably—the Mermin of § 16
with the second king of that name, and revived the notion that the
' Historia' was of continental origin. The last of Dr. Zimmer's prede-
cessors was G. Heeger, in his treatise' Uber die Trojanersage der Britten'
(Munich, 1886), perhaps the most noticeable points of whose criticism

1 Following the Becord Office transcript and not Gnnn'i edition u given by
Stevenson, p. 49, n. 12.
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are that he fixed the compilation of the work in the early half of the
eleventh century, and marked § 16 as an interpolation, thus sweeping
away the ground on whioh the date of the original edition was fixed in
822 or 828. The general results of all this criticism had been on the
question of authorship to attach—as I think may now be asserted—a
wholly fictitious importance to the claims of Mark and to minimise un-
duly those of Nennius, whilst with regard to the work itself the tendency
was to reduce the original kernel to a comparatively small compass, but,
in some quarters, to carry that kernel back to a far earlier date than was
claimed for it in the work itself. It is perhaps, however, not too much
to say that the conclusions of all the critics had so far been vitiated by pre-
conceived principles as to what was acceptable, or ignorance of evidence
whioh was essential to the question in hand. Dr. Zimmer may claim to
have based his conclusions on a rigid analysis of the work itself, viewed in
the light of whatever external evidence may be brought to bear upon it.

Dr. Zimmer's first care is to examine the Irish version of Gilla Coemgin,
which supplies us with our most ancient material for estimating the value
and significance of the Latin work that has come down to us. Now this
Irish version not only includes the shorter preface (§ 8) in whioh Nennius
is named as the author, but interpolates in § 48 (p. 104 in Todd and
Herbert) definite ascription to him, Nennius dixit hoc; on the question
of authorship, therefore, its evidence is decisive in favour of Nennius. In
the matter of the composition of the work the Irish version establishes in
the first place the claim of the' Vita Patricia' (§§ 60-5) to be regarded as
an integral part of the ' Historia' in the copy used by Gilla Coemgin.
Those critics who rejected these sections did so on the supposed superior
authority of the Vatican MB. j but a comparison with the Irish version
points to the revisions represented by the Cambridge and Harleian groups
of manuscripts * as being the more closely related to the original. The manu-
scripts of the Cambridge and Harleian groups have a greater affinity to one
another than to the Vatican, and the first-named group comes closest to
the original of the Irish version. The Cambridge MS., Ff. 1. 27, how-
ever, is of late date and has several characteristics which are peculiar to
itself and of clearly doubtful authority viz. the longer preface, the ' Com-
potus,' the ' Capitula,' and the ' Versus Nennii.' Other manuscripts of this
group, as Barney 810 and C. C. C. Cambridge 189 (G and K in Steven-
son), are free from these excrescences, and the former, which represents
an edition whioh, from a reference to Anaraut in § 5, can be dated in 910,
comes nearest to the original of the Irish. It is, however, unfortunate
that no really good Latin manuscript of the Cambridge group has survived:
all the extant manuscripts belonging to it have been influenced by manu-
scripts of the Harleian group. We are thus thrown back on the Irish
version as our best source of information on the true original. The copy
used by Gilla Coemgin must have represented an edition older than 910,
for it does not possess the notice whioh is the distinguishing feature of

* The manuscripts fall into three groups, here referred to by their chief representa-
tive*—Cambridge University Library, Ff. 1. 37; Harley, 8860; and Vatican, 1964. The
Yatiean MS. gives Mark as the author; the ascription to Nennius is confined to ths
Cambridge, that to Gildas to the Harleian group.
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Barney 810. A farther examination of the Irish version reveals a very
marked variation in the order of §§ 4-28. Striking as some of these
variations are it is, perhaps, of most importance- to note.that §§ 16 and
18 are altogether wanting. With § 10—as to which there are also con-
siderable variations in the Latin manuscripts—disappears the chief evidence
in favour of 822 (or 820) as the date of the original version. The evi-
dence of Gilla Coemgin's translation, therefore, points to Nennios as the
author of the ' Historia Britonum' at some time anterior to 820. The
industry of Dr. Zimmer has discovered two farther items of external
evidence bearing on the history of the work. The more important he
was unable to incorporate in his book, but has discussed in the Neuea
Archiv dcr Gesellschoft filr iUtere deutsche Gcschichtskundc (xix. 480-48),
where he shows reason to suppose that the ' Historia Britonum' was
known under the name of Nennius to Cormac mac Ouilennan (881-
003), king of Cashel and probable original author of the ' Saltair Caisil.'
The latter consists of a gloss in the Bodleian MB. Auct. F. 4-82 (sec.
ix.), where it is related how one Nemniuus invented certain forms of
letters ut mtfiperationem et liebetudinem deiecret gentis suac, an ex-
pression that shows a marked verbal coincidence with § 8 of the ' His-
toria.' It is,not improbable that we have here an allusion to the author
of the ' Historia,' while the forms of the letters which Nemniuus devised
point to south-eastern Wales as his home.

We must now turn to the internal evidence in the work itself as
bearing on the date and locality of the author. In § 49 we have a
reference to Fernmael . . . qui regit modo in regionibus duabus Buclt
et Guorthigirniaun, filius Teudubir; Teudubir ipse ut rex Buelitae
regionis, filius Pascent. Of this Pascent we have a genealogy in ' Y
Cymmrodor,' x. 110 from whioh, with other evidence, Fernmaers date
can be fixed between 785 and 815. In § 86 reference is made to Catell
Durnluc, king of Powys, whose death is given in the ' Annales Gambriae'
under the year 808. These references, which both occur in the part of
the ' Historia' devoted to the legend of St. German, acquire a peculiar
significance if we regard them as showing a desire to glorify the reigning
princes of the writer's own neighbourhood. A farther coincidence of date
is to be derived from the ' Genealogies,' .which appear to have been
originally compiled about 685, in the form of a brief North British and
English history, bat to have received some interpolations and additions
in the course of the eighth century. Amongst these latter most be
reckoned the genealogies of JSthelbald and Ecgfrith in § 60, which it is
not unreasonable to suppose were added by the writer who lived on the
borders of Mercia, in the region ruled by Fernmael and Catell, and who
may well have written at the very moment of the short reign of Ecgfrith
in 796. This author we may fairly identify with that Nennius who
before 808 addressed the letter which forms § 8 of the ' Historia' to
Elbodug, the romanising bishop of Bangor. That Nennios wrote in
South Wales, in Brecknock or Radnor, is further confirmed by his insertion
in the ' MirabihV—which, like the genealogies, is chiefly North British—of
two wonders in Buelt and Ercing, of the latter of which he says expressly
ego solus probavi. The notion that Nennios was a sympathiser with the
latinising movement in the Welsh church is one that had occurred to
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earlier critics, and it is in this that we most find the explanation of his
description of himself as disdptdus Elbodugi.

We may, therefore, sum up the history of the work as follow? : The
Historia Britonum' was originally written about the year 790 by

Nennios, a South Welsh adherent of the Latin communion. The work as
thus composed included substantially the whole of §§ 4-70.' A few
years later, but before 809, Nennius prefixed the letter which now forms
§ 8, and sent it with a copy of his work to Elbodug. After Elbodug's
death, but before 820, a North Welsh copyist, who calk himself Samuel
the child of Beulan the priest, made an edition of the work under his
master's direction. That Samuel was not, as some critics have supposed,
identical with the original author is clear from his statements interpolated
in §§ 10 and 68 (in MSS. G and K ; see Stevenson, pp. 8 and 54) that he
had the wlumen Britanniae before him, and from the fact that he was
an avowed copyist—ut scriptores ante me scrip titse. Since, moreover,
Samuel refers to Elbodug as tanctissimus tpucoporum, it is only
reasonable to suppose that Samuel—unlike Nennius—wrote after
Elbodug's death, though he seems to have been personally acquainted
with him. By Beulan's.direction Samuel omitted the Genealogies, which,
though included by previous writers in the rolumen Britanniae, seemed
useless to his master; on the other hand he made certain interpolations,
some being personal to himself, but the chief having reference to the
wonders of Anglesey, of which island he was perhaps a native. It is
easy to see why in the North Welsh copies which followed Samuel's
version the preface addressed to Elbodug was retained, whilst in South
Wales, where there still lingered a feeling of jealousy for the Roman
usages of which Elbodug was the patron, it was rejected. It un-
fortunately happened that the South Welsh copy, from which our extant
manuscripts descend, had suffered from a considerable derangement of
its earlier leaves ; hence comes the unsatisfactory order of sections 4-28,
which by the evidence of the Irish version has now been proved to bo
erroneous. Three early editions of the ' Historia' can be traced in South
Wales, which Dr. Zimmer dates in 820, 881, and 859. Of these the
manuscripts of the Harleian group represent the third, while the second
is ultimately represented by the Vatican MS., which, however, immedi-
ately depends on an English version made in 940, from a copy probably
obtained in the north during the wars of Edmund. Of Samuel's or the
North Welsh edition we have, as already observed, no copy that has not
been influenced by the South Welsh versions. Dr. Zimmer has made an
addition to the manuscripts previously known in the shape of a copy at
Chartres Which contains §§ 4-87, and is apparently older than any other
extant manuscript; it throws valuable light on the difficult passage in
§ 81, Begnante Gratiano secundo Equantio, &o.

We have set forth the main conclusions propounded by Dr. Zimmer
as to the authorship and composition of the ' Historia Britonum,' but
this is very far from exhausting the interest of his work. Just as the
' Historia Britonum' itself is more important for early British and Irish

' Dr. Zimmer points out the appositcness with which the Genealogies follow on
he reference to Ida at the dose of § SO.
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mythology, whether sacred or profane, than as a direct historical docu-
ment, so also Dr. Zimmer's < Vindication' is of interest for its inci-
dental treatment of various difficult points raised by the 'Historic'
There is no space here for more than a passing mention, but special
notice may be direoted to his treatment of the legend of Lucius, which
has been farther discussed in the Neues Archiv der OeaeUschaft fUr
ttltere dnitsche Qetehichtslmnde, xix. 288-08, by Dr. Mommsen, who
there maintains the Boman origin of the legend. Nor most I conclude
without calling attention to Dr. Zimmer's detailed discussion of the
sources of the ' Historia,' in chapter xvi., and to his investigation of the
chronological difficulties presented by the ' Historia;' amongst these latter
may be mentioned his treatment of the expression BegnanU Oratiano
tectmdo Equaniio, Ac., on pp. 200-6, and of the reasons which he
adduces (pp. 168-5) for fixing the fourth year of Mermin, and therefore
the first South Welsh redaction of the ' Historia,' in 820 instead of in
822 or 828, as has commonly been done/

0. L. KTNGSFOBD.

« Since writing this notice my attention has been directed to a review of Dr.
Simmer's work by Dr. G. Heeger in the QOt&ngitche geUhrU Antigen for May 1804,
wherein exception is taken to some of the more important conclusions of the Nmnius
Vindicattu. Dr. Heeger urges that the date of Oilla Coemgin's death in 1073 is a
matter of presomption, and that the ascription of the Irish version to OQla Coemgin
is dubious, linoe it occurs only in the fifteenth-century Boole of Hy Man*. The Irish
version itself Dr. Heeger characterises as ' not a translation, bnt a very free version of
the Latin Hittoria Britonum,' and as ' worthless for a critical treatment ot the Latin
Hittoria Britonttm;' it* date he fixes at the beginning of the twelfth century, or not
much earlier. Bat if the Ltbor na Huidre was written before 1100 we have the fact
that a oopy—not the original—of the Irish version dates from the very first years of
the twelfth century, and, as Herbert pointed out (Irish Yertion of Nennius, Introduc-
tion, p. SI), there is some reason to think that the Irish version as now extant is a
revision of a more ancient translation. In any case there is no inherent Impro-
bability in carrying back the Irish version to the time of Gills Coemgin, thirty-five
years before the date of the Lebor na Huidre. Moreover the Irish version, and an
extant manuscript of a part of it, are both older than any manuscript of the
Latin original, with the exception of the Chartres and possibly the Vatican MSB., and
a foil cuttm-y older than the Cambridge MB. F t 1. 27—the Harleian MS. is of the
early twelfth century. No doubt Dr. Heeger's objections to the ascription to Oilla
Coemgin have some force, and objections of a somewhat similar character might be
brought against the evidence connecting Nennitu and the Historia Briiontan with
Cormae mao Cuilennan. But the conclusions of the Nenniut Vindicates do not rest
solely on the support to be derived from the names of Gilla Coemgin and Cormao
mac Cuilennan, nor even upon the evidence of the Irish version. In the first place
we have the coincidence of a variety of small points that indicate the dose of the eighth
century and south-eastern Wales as the time and place of the composition of the
Hittoria Britonvm. Secondly, we have the inherent improbability that the ascription
to Nennius, an otherwise unknown person, should be an entire invention. For the
omission of Nennius's name in all copies but those of the North Welsh recension
Dr. Zimmer haa suggested an explanation that is at least plausible; for the existence
of a British scholar of that name about the close of the eighth century he has adduced
some slight independent evidence. To my mind the conclusions of the Nnmitis
Vindicaiut form a logical theory, which, if open to objection on one point or another,
is yet fairly entitled as a wholo to maintain the flold against any merely destructive
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